The rest of the paper is organised as follows. Section II covers literature review, Section III discusses data and methodology. The results are provided in Section IV, while Section V concludes the paper.
II. LITERATURE REVIEW
Evaluation of various governments refers to the measures that capture the volume, quality and value of government. Atkinson, et al. (2005) provide insights into the evolution of output measurement in four sectors: health; education; public order and safety and social protection. Matheson, et al. (2006) have noted that the achievements of government are seen as essential to the path towards modernisation, thus leading to vital steps by governments. Therefore, as suggested by Pollitt and Bouckaert (2004) , political public speaking about the measurement of performance becomes obvious. Ammons (2003) and Dubnik (1998) agreed that accountability through "naming and shaming" via public reporting of output information is most common in relation to the Anglo Saxon countries, where this form of accountability is strong. Rothstein and Stolle (2004) argue that governments' effectiveness has a positive influence on the level of social trust. There is a need to monitor the progress of governments through the education system, that is, by supporting plans for the provision of schools and training of teachers. For agencies such as United Nations, these measures are important component of their comparative analysis of the socioeconomic conditions in different countries.
Indexing technique is used to summarise a range of information as the tangible outcome of empirical investigations. Guenno and Tiezzi (2000) build a macroeconomic index that includes some non-market variables, to be compared to the traditional GDP. Economists have used optimisation to derive indices that can be used to rank economic performance. This type of welfare indices has received wide attention on emphasising trends of 'welfare' as compared to GDP growth rates. Cobb and Daly (1989) provide such welfare index model, which includes variables related to the growth of economic welfare, environmental variables, costs of pollution from air, water and noise.
Developing a methodology to calculate an Index for economic growth, Ivonin and Trostyanskiy (2004) define the calculation of the index in steps. These steps include 'sampling', use of interim statistical indices (ISI) evaluated by using a certain scale and integration of the block indices as an arithmetically average value. For the qualitative criteria a system of indices is required that is similar to the statistical system of indices. Qualitative indices are integrated into separate block indexes in terms of their average arithmetic values and lastly "A compound index of economic reforms is calculated on a certain stage of reforms in terms of the average arithmetic sum of the block of quantitative and qualitative indices. Ebert (1984) explains the relationship between welfare measures and economic index numbers both by formulae and definitions. The study develops characterisations of economic measures and index numbers by a self-evident approach. However, the study also discouraging the self-evident approach because of varied nature of evaluation. This is reasonably true. Self-evident approach is highly skeptic in nature. For that reason one may rely just of the calculable performance to measure the index for the ranking purpose.
The Human Development Index (HDI) is a good example to understand non-skeptic analysis. HDI is a comparative measure of poverty, literacy, education, life expectancy, childbirth, and other factors for countries worldwide. It is a standard means of measuring well being of a country. It is also used to measure the impact of economic policies on quality of life.
III. DATA AND METHODOLOGY
Following the rationale behind the structure the formula of HDI, we base our analysis on three derived indices. Each index envelopes around the growth rates of the 13 selected socio-economic indicators. The list of these indicators is provided in Table 1 .
Note that since a positive value of the growth rate of crimes has the adverse effect on the performance index, the growth rates of crimes is multiplied by minus one. The same treatment has been given to the data series of the growth rates of consumer price index, student-teacher ratios and unemployment. The first step in the construction of the index is to calculate the series of annual growth rates of all the indicators. Note that some variables are known to grow faster their moderate growth is not considered as substantial as the similar growth in some other variables. For example three percent annual growth rate of CPI is considered low, while the same growth rate in student-teacher ratio must be considered very high. To overcome this problem, all the growth rates are standardise using sample means and sample standard deviations for the entire period of analysis. This yields standardised growth rates. The next step is to calculate means of the standardised growth rates of all the indicators for each regime. The index representing performance of various regimes can then be determined by the following three alternative approaches.
where Ėj represents average growth rate of jth regime and Ё represents average growth rate from all the regimes.
All the three above-mentioned indices are the derivatives of the index structure used in HDI. Index 3 is based on the mean performance of the jth regime. However, since the central tendency approach overlooks the best performance, therefore we have also calculated the index on the basis of best performance (maximum value). Index 1 and index 2 are those two indices in which the maximum factor has been accommodated.
In the manner of 'Ahluwalia-Chenery Welfare Index' has been developed by taking weighted means of various welfare indices such that all the weights are nonnegative and sum up to one, we will finally rank the regimes on the basis of weighted average of all the ranks (obtained under the three approaches) to yield what we label as the Regime Performance Index (RPI) designed for ranking the performance or efficiency of regimes. The RPI gives some degree of importance to all the approaches of ranking that we are using.
Ranking by RPI is performed by measuring weighted average of the three ranks we have measured by the approaches mentioned above. As usual, the lower value of RPI means a better ranking of a regime under study. The have been assumed by a logical perception as used by Ivonin and Trostyanskiy (2004) mentioned earlier in literature review section. Table 2 present the summary of these weights and ranks. We have given zero weight to the best rank because we want to give maximum credit to the regime if it has got the best position. Similarly, 15 percent weight for 2nd and 3rd ranks, 35 percent weight for 4th and 5th ranks and 50 percent weight for 6th or above have been assigned in such a manner that the impact of high-quality performances on RPI must strike stronger. Table 2 Normally, during the time periods used by an interim government (form due to a politically unstable situation or a transfer of power process after new elections) the intention towards socioeconomic issues is very low or almost none. Thus we will not evaluate the index on the basis of the actual time period a regime has reigned but by the re-defined era for each regime. For example, Ms. Bhutto's first era commenced on November 1988 and ended in August 1990 and Mr Nawaz Sharif took charge in October 1990. The 3-month time period, from August 1990 to October 1990, was under the administration of an interim government. It is highly expected that during these three months the interim government had no time to offer any significant change in social policy aspects. Also roughly first two to three months of a newly elected regime are quite hectic for forming and designating ministries. This suggests that the change in the policies towards social issues remain none or insignificant. Thus it is quite realistic to relate the time period from August 1990 to October 1990 to Ms Benazir Bhutto. On similar basis we have defined other regimes' time periods in reign.
After Zia era, the elections in 1988, 1990, 1993 and 1997 were held. General Pervez Musharraf came into power in October 1999 and held election in 2002. The time period of each government is summarised in Table 3 . General Zia ul Haq's era is so far the longest era in Pakistan's history. Ms. Benazir Bhutto and Mr. Nawaz Sharif both were elected as prime minister of Pakistan twice. Thus we are also including their combined performance for index and ranking purposes. As expalined earlier we have ignored the possible fragmentation division in eras formed by the interim government on the assumption that these interim governments have not played any significant role towards the social sector issues in Pakistan.
Inclusion of Z. A. Bhutto's regime would have provided an improved version of this paper, but due to non-availability of past records we have taken the yearly data of above-mentioned variables from 1979 to 2004 from various issues of Pakistan Statistical Year Book of Federal Bureau of Statistics and World Development Indicators.
IV. RESULTS
We performed the test of equality for mean and variance among the selected regimes. The mean equality test is based on a single-factor analysis of variance. The basic idea is that if the subgroups have the same mean, then the variability between the sample means (between group) should be the same as the variability within any subgroup (within group).
Levene test is also based on the analysis of variance (ANOVA) of the absolute difference from the mean. The F-statistic for the Levene test has an approximate Fdistribution with G-1 numerator degrees of freedom and N-G denominator degrees of freedom under the null hypothesis of equal variances in the subgroups.
In Table 4 the result of mean equality test suggests that the mean growth rates achieved by each regime for 13 indicators are different significantly. Using Levene test to check the hypothesis of equality of variance among the regimes we find that variation among the means of selected variables are insignificantly different. These two parameters (mean and variance) are required for the standardisation of values and since at least one parameter (mean) is found significantly different therefore the obtained standard values will provide significantly different index values. Table 5 provides correlation coefficients across various governments calculated in cross section of the mean values of the 13 selected variables. Considering 70 percent or more a relatively strong correlation coefficient, results of cross correlation coefficients shows that Benazir's first era is highly correlated with both the eras of Nawaz Sharif government, Zia era and marginally weaker with her second era, while a very weak coefficient of correlation is found with Musharraf's era. Her second era is found weakly correlated with others. Benazir's combined performance is found to be amply correlated with Nawaz's second and combined eras.
Nawaz's both eras are strongly correlated with Zia's era. Finally the era of Pervez Musharraf is found weakly correlated with all the regimes. An overall glance suggests that there is a weak association among the regimes at least for the socioeconomic objectives. Table 6 provides ranking on the basis of the three indices given by Equations 1, 2 and 3 and the RPI. The table shows that the ranking of the six regimes depends on the performance index used for the ranking. The best three and the bottom most ranks obtained under all the approaches are discussed as follows. Ranking from index 1 perspective, which is based upon maximum and minimum growth rates achieved by a regime, affirms that performance under first era of Nawaz Sharif regime is the best, Zia era is at second place and Benazir Bhutto's first era is at third rank. The last rank is grabbed by second regime of Benazir Bhutto. Under the Index 2 point of view, which is based upon maximum and mean performance of a regime, Zia regime outperformed the other regimes followed by Pervez Musharraf era and at third it is the first era of Benazir Bhutto, while the last ranked is grabbed by the second Benazir Bhutto era. Using the third approach of index which is based on mean and minimum values of the growth rates achieved by a regime, first era of Nawaz government is ranked first, Benazir Bhutto second era is ranked second and Zia era is at third. At the bottom we find second government of Nawaz Sharif.
For consideration of consistency factor in the ultimate ranking it is important to give weights to all the three measures. Thus we also ranked each regime on the basis of normalised average of means and medians of the three ranks obtained earlier. Nawaz Sharif's regime is found to be the best performer for addressing the selected socioeconomic indicators, Zia era achieved the second rank and Benazir Bhutto's first era secured third rank. Benazir Bhutto's second era obtained the lowest rank. The results under this approach will be similar to RPI assigned with equal weights.
Finally the rankings under RPI methodology reflects that the first government of Nawaz Sharif is at the top rank for performing in social issues, followed by Zia era at second place and first regime of Benazir Bhutto at the third place. Ironically the second era of Nawaz Sharif government is ranked at the bottom under RPI.
V. CONCLUSIONS
To summarise our findings, the rankings under RPI methodology reflects that Nawaz Sharif's first era is the best era in Pakistan for performing in social issues, followed by Zia era first era and Benazir's first era. Nawaz Sharif's second government is ranked at the bottom.
We agree this is as a sensitive study and, hence, prone to controversy. However, the purpose for carrying out this study is not align with any political viewpoints. Our findings are completely impartial towards any regime. Our results or conclusions are never suggesting that the regime that has achieved the lowest rank is inefficient or dishonest or corrupt. This study would be helpful to enhance the social standards in our country. The purpose of this study is to unearth the already achieved performance as a yardstick for coming regimes to go beyond it for further enhancing socioeconomic growth in Pakistan. Table 7 provides the list of three strongest performances and three weakest performances by each regime. It is interesting to note that under top three growth rates almost all the regimes have mainly focused on electricity generation task. Under Pervez Musharraf's regime the best performance was for increase in the number of foreign visitors, which might be reflecting a favourable environment for foreign investors. Building rural health centres is also found common among the regimes. Generally ignored areas among the selected variables are consumer price index, students-teacher ratio both at secondary and primary levels and the number of crimes. There is little improvement found under almost all the regimes towards developing arable land, student teacher ratio at all levels and foreign tourism in Pakistan. Ever increasing level of corruption is another problem for Pakistan and this indicator is least address issue.
Introduction of graduation degree requirement for the candidates to take part in election is deemed as a splendid effort towards the betterment of a society. Any regimes must take up the issues for improving the availability of clean drinking water, solving environmental issues, reduce inequality, health caring specially for the population below the poverty line, better law and order etc. are always considered vital to evaluate and rank the governance. These areas, which were not selected in our study due to non-availability of data, are regarded as the limitations of our study. Thus the room for the improvement in the index to rank the performance of any regime is always there.
At the concluding stage, the authors use the weighted average methodology along with the estimates of co-efficient of variation and declare the Zia era as "the best as far as good governance is concerned", followed by Nawaz era 1 and Musharraf era. While giving these results, the authors fail to appreciate that only a holistic approach incorporating other variables of the economy such as the debt and deficit profiles, the literacy level, the nutrition and health standards and the number of the households living below the poverty line, can a real comparison of the relative performance of different regimes b made. One thing is however, quite clear that the regimes discussed in the paper had pursued policy paradigms which were fairly similar and parallel to each other. In these paradigms, no serious and consistent direction or thrusts are visible to help the country get out of the deep morass of poverty, illiteracy and backwardness. If one had to pick up a single regime for its regressive socio-economic policies, it was General Zia's regime which sowed the seeds of social disharmony and religious fanaticism taking Pakistan further away from the take-off stage of economic development.
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